1 e image of the monastic humanities scholar toiling away in a paper-laden faculty office to produce a scholarly monograph is a popular stereotype. It is popular in part because it simplifies the oen abstract, organic, and even rambling processes involved in humanities-based research. As humanists increasingly collaborate by using online and digital tools, however, the messy office metaphor requires a literal and systematic overhaul. e collaborative processes between humanities scholars and students takes this stereotype and finds new ways to create and mobilize knowledge generated in digital environments. Drawing from two gatherings of the Implementing New Knowledge Environments (INKE) project, the articles collected in these three issues (6.2, 6.3, 6 .4) of Scholarly and Research Communication (SRC) work to do just that. As part of an ongoing conversation in SRC (Arbuckle, Crompton, & Mauro, 2014) , these issues will continue to describe new ways humanities researchers, publishers, and policy makers can collaborate effectively to make the most of the new affordances of computational tools and methods.
On December 8, 2014, researchers, students, librarians, and other participants gathered together in Sydney, Australia at the State Library of New South Wales for the 7th annual INKE Birds of a Feather conference, "Research Foundations for Understanding Books and Reading in the Digital Age: Emerging Reading, Writing, and Research Practices. " On January 27 and 28, 2015, a similar group of stakeholders met in Whistler, BC, Canada, at the Nita Lake Lodge for the second year in a row to discuss "Sustaining Partnerships to Transform Scholarly Production. " 1 e events were hosted by INKE and sponsored by As networks grow, many new tools, methods, platforms, and prototypes are being developed that rely on the electronic connection of individual researchers in different locations. e prototype, Stan Ruecker argues, is both foundational to digital humanities practice and requires elaboration on the design goals, development stages, and political interpretations inherent therein. In "A Brief Taxonomy of Prototypes for the Digital Humanities, " Ruecker delineates the prototyping process in the humanities through production-oriented projects, experimental objects, and politically provocative acts of making. Ernesto Peña describes his team's own prototyping process and the development of a citation management tool interface extension that relies on recurring metaphors of maps and constellations. Nina Belojevic discusses how best practices from creative technology development contexts, such as agile development, can be applied in digital humanities projects, and she explores this concept through a prototyped environment for peer review. Stan Ruecker, Peter Hodges, Nayaab Lokhandwala, Szu-Ying Ching, Jennifer Windsor, Antonio Hudson, and Omar Rodriquez discuss Application Programming Interfaces (APIs) and take, as a case study, their recent work in designing experimental interfaces for the visual construction of Boolean queries. Taken together, the papers of SRC 6.2 form a picture of networked collaboration in twenty-first century scholarship.
As digital scholarly communication evolves toward becoming more social, opportunities arise for connecting and collaborating with broad publics, including those outside of the traditional academy. e authors of SRC 6.3 debate contemporary knowledge production with a focus on community engagement and impact. By considering the theoretical aspects and pragmatic contexts of prototyping and experimentation, authors in SRC 6.4 ruminate on the advancements and challenges of digital cultural artefacts and changing modes of professional practice. Concerning collaborative writing, for instance, Erin Glass presents Social Paper, a non-proprietary socialized writing tool that invites the critical evaluation of networked scholarship. Mark Perry and Taylor Morphett also experiment with the impact that collaborative real-time editing might have on composition. Perry and Morphett find that this type of collaborative writing brings significant new challenges that require mitigation in order to maximize its benefits. Academic and social reading are also shiing in response to new technologies, and Suzana Sukovic offers "transliterate reading" as an emergent practice of reading across corpora. Tully Barnett explores new social platforms for ereading; although they incorporate digital tools for reader engagement, these platforms seem to "rebind the book" by adhering to traditional margins with respect to material and imagery. rough their work with the Journey to Horseshoe Bend database, a project that they describe as visual remediations of printed historical, cultural materials, Rachel Morley and Hart Cohen conceive of the "database imaginary" as a new way of envisioning cultural material. e artefacts and procedural activities discussed here reflect some of the alternative thinking that defines digital humanities work.
Pragmatic challenges for twenty-first century researchers run throughout SRC 6.4. In "e Business of Digital Humanities: Capitalism and Enlightenment, " Laura Mandell and Elizabeth Grumbach provocatively argue that scholars must partner with forprofit publishers to maintain and improve public cultural documents. Dean Irvine explores the history of Father Busa's relationship with International Business Machine (IBM) labs, and positions it as one of the first examples of private investment in the digital humanities. He then explores this model within the context of a business startup through the Editing Modernism in Canada (EMiC) project. Continuing on this trajectory, Sally Wyatt explores the challenges in creating the Center for Humanities & Technology in Amsterdam using Mode 2, a knowledge production system, as the framework for analysis. Offering a unique view into the development of large-scale digital humanities-focused institutional infrastructure in Canada, Michael Sinatra introduces the Centre de recherche interuniversitaire sur les humanités numériques. is Montreal-based centre emerged from a previous endeavour, Synergies, which drew together humanities and social science scholarship made possible by the Canadian government. Lynne Siemens reflects on the ongoing benefits and challenges of collaborating within the INKE project. She finds that INKE serves as an incubating space that fosters research networks and partnerships, as well as projects beyond INKE's scope.
In the spirit of many of the articles in these three SRC issues, we undertook a collaborative peer review process. In a sense, peer review has always been collaborative. Subject area experts dedicate a great deal of their time, oen with little acknowledgement, to improve the quality of submissions, assess research for relevance, or determine the veracity of findings. Anonymity has long been used as a means of ensuring the objectivity of reviewers. e gold standard of such evaluation in the humanities, the so-called double blind peer review, supposes to absolve any bias gained by knowing the identity of either the reviewer or the author. In the opening to his book Communicating Research, A. J. Meadows (1998) explains that the way research is communicated depends a great deal on the medium in which it appears and that electronic media have the capacity to transform peer review. Meadows identifies how the scale of collaboration increases along distributed networks, and other researchers have described how this has curtailed any shortage of reviewers in practice. However, anonymity has been difficult to maintain online, especially when an article under consideration represents a step in a longer research program that can easily be discovered through simple keyword searches. While the means of peer review have evolved over time, the goal has always been to strive for an ideal of scholarly rigour while also achieving a sense of social legitimacy for those knowledge stakeholders involved in accessing or producing research. While Meadows was among the first to imagine the ways electronic publishing would shape the future of scholarly communication, he was unable to appreciate at the very dawn of the Internet the diversity of our media landscape and the breadth of scholarly communications strategies. e resulting process for volume 6, issues 2, 3, and 4 of SRC has been a hybrid approach that blends single blind and open forms of peer review alongside online and in-person communication strategies. We organized 14 reviewers by pairing undergraduate students, graduate students, and post-doctoral fellows with senior faculty to distribute expertise and experience evenly across the group. All members of the reviewing team read their assigned papers in advance and committed to meeting for a single collective review session that we called a "peer-in. " Our methods sought to challenge the ideal form of peer review while allowing the process to mentor new and emerging scholars and emphasize collaborative writing among reviewers with the goal of increasing "inter-rater" reliability. In other words, the level of consensus between reviewers through in-person dialogue and collaborative writing was a focus for this hybrid approach. Our method is responding to certain weaknesses in current peer review practices, not least of which are rates of sexism and nepotism (Wenneras & Wold, 1997) . As Belojevic writes in her contribution to SRC 6.2, "Developing an Open, Networked Peer Review System, " it is important to develop alternatives to standard peer review practices as these alternatives can inspire "a critical perspective on practices, tendencies, or norms that may otherwise simply be accepted without consideration or question" (p. 4). e reliability of blind peer review is in question when there is evidence that agreement between reviewers occurs with rates similar to chance or to those found in similar interpretations of Rorschach inkblot tests (Lee, Sugimoto, Zhang, & Cronin, 2013) . Since inter-rater reliability is commonly one of the weakest indicators of an article's relative merit, we sought to implement research that suggests improving evaluation through learning and training to help achieve consensus (Jayasinghe, Marsh, & Bond, 2003) . If consensus between mentor and mentee in each peer-in group can be achieved, the relative merits of argument, evidence, and veracity must also be met.
While each of these articles was distributed and commented on through SRC's installation of Open Journal Systems, the ability to conversationally discuss and interpret the relative merits of a submission served as the final review stage in which the comments to authors were draed. If both members of a reviewer group can determine and describe the value and rigour of an article, it can be reliably determined to be a strong submission. If the submission required one member to interpret and describe the content to the other member, the presentation of the content may be in question and require further development.
Overall, the contributions to these 3 issues comment on some of the most pressing issues related to collaboration and scholarly communication today. ey describe the many ways that academic and academic-aligned groups, especially those working in the broad field of the digital humanities, can adapt, modify, and extend traditional institutional and cultural norms with technology. e content and process of SRC 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4 speak to a sea change in knowledge production -the authors collected here possess a certain boldness required to move toward working together in networked environments, rather than choosing the stereotypical (and lonely) path of the isolated scholar.
